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CHAPTER I 
PURPOSE OF THE PAPER 
1. Statement of the Problem 
The pu1~ose of this study is to determine prevalent 
attitudes among classroom teachers toward a child with a 
speech handicap and thereby serve as a basis for: 
1. Establishing better understanding and 
working relationship between the speech 
correctionist and the classroom 
teacher in the treatment of the speech 
handicapped child. 
2. Securing more adequate and consistent 
help for the child in the classroom. 
3. Improving integration of corrective 
procedures with other activities 
which come within the child's 
experience. 
2. Justification of the StudY 
Dorothy Mulgrave states, "Although it is impossible 
for every teacher to be able to cure all speech defects, 
-1-
there is one requisite that the teacher must have in 
order to be of real service to the speech defective: he 
or she must have a sympathetic attitude toward the problem 
ot the speech-handicapped in a world so organized that 
ridicule and cruelty are more frequent than adequate 
understanding or sympathY. He or she must make every 
effort to gain the confidence of the speech defective if 
1· l/ 
i one expects to achieve suocess 11 • 
"The point for the classroom teach~r to keep in mind 
in this connection is that, although arithmetic and spell-
ing and science and all the other subjects in the curric-
ulum may be vital, few of them persist in out of school 
lives to the extent that speech does. For this reason, 
every cooperative effort should be extended to the speech 
teacher who, in most communities, has considerably less 
time in which to effect changes than the general teacher 
has to alter attitudes and to stimulate a love of scholar-
I 
I 
ship 11 • 
g) 
Every classroom teacher who has speech defectives 
in her class has opportunities to help or to interfere 
with their progress thr ough his attitude toward their 
problems and his management of classroom routine. 
l/ Mulgrave, Dorothy I., Speech for the Classroom Teacher _ 
Prentice Hall Co., Revised Edition, p.206 I 
?J Houchin, Thomas D., "Cooperation in a Public School Speech : 
Correction Program", Journa1 of Speech and Hearing Disorders j 
1948, Volume 13, p.247-250 I 
II 
I 
I 
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I 
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I 
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I 
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However, no research has been conducted to determine the 
classroom teacher's attitude toward the speech handicapped 
child and the speech correction program. 
3. Scope 
The city of Pawtucket, Rhode Island has had a smooth 
functioning speech impco~ement and correction program in 
operation for seven years. It is the purpose of. this study 
to analyze the attitudes of the classroom teacher toward 
the speech correction progr~ and the speech handicapped 
child. A nalysis was made by means of a forty-three ite~ 
questionnaire. The questionnaire was divided into three 
categories to determine: 
1. Teacher!s knowledge of speech correction. 
2. Teacher's handling defectives in class-
room situations. 
3. Teaehe~B attitude toward cooperation 
with the speech therapist. 
!I 
I 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 
Many volumes of periodicals in the areas of speech 
correction, counseling, psychological testing and measure-
ment were examined to ascertain if there were articles on 
the subject of the measurement of teacher attitudes. No 
articles with this specific approach were found. 
Most of the material was concerned with the effect of y 
the teacher' a attitude on child behavior. Arbuckle ·'-
discusses the importance of the teachers attitude in g; 
counseling children. Thurston and Ohare describe the 
measurement of attitudes in general. They describe what 
can be expected or measured from the well constructed 
questionnaire and how to construct a questionnaire so that 
it's questions arenot ambiguous. In persuing books and 
articles on speech therapy, all stated the following, in 
common: that some people are nat convinced of the worth 
of speech correction in a public school system; that it 
is considered, 11 a new fangled idea"; and that the program 
lf Arbucke, Dugald s., Teaching Counseling, Addison-Wesley 
Press, Inc. Cambridge 42, Mass. 
gj Thurstone, L.L., Ohare, E. J., The Measurement of Attitude, 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, Illinois ' 
!I 
I 
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may be opposed directly or indirectly by a few teachers 
who dislike the enroachment on their already crowded teach-
ing schedule. 
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CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURE 
1. Preliminary development of questionnaire. 
As a result of the experiences obtained by two speech 
correotionist over a period of 7 and 2i years respectively, 
a list of seventy-eight (9,8) questions was prepared. These 
questions revolved around situations that existed in a 
school system where a well functioning speech improvement 
and correction program has been in operation for seven 
I 
I 
I 
I 
complete years. The questionnaire was concerned with measure-, 
ment of attitudes in three specific areas. I 
Teachers, like parents, ~ generally through ignorance 
rather than lack of desire to help. Teachers have been un~n­
formed and the major task of preventing, arresting, and cur-
ing speech defects has fallen upon the speech therapist. 
One group of questions is concerned with the teacherrs 
knowledge of speech correction. 
Although it is impossible for every teacher to be able 
to cure all speech defects, there is one requisite that the 
teacher must have in order to be of real service; he must 
have a sympathetic attitude toward the problem of the speech 
handicapped. The questions in this group are concerned with 
specific classroom situations that are being met by teachers 
-6-
daily. Many of the questions in this group are based on 
problems raised by the classroom teachers when discussing 
specific children with the speech therapist. 
Without the cooperation of the classroom teacher no 
program can function with any amount of efficiency. Many 
of the questions in this group are based on problems raised 
by teachers and principals when discussing administrative 
procedures. The most convenient time for speech class to be i 
held; how many times a week they should be held; and should j 
a boy be allowed to leave his History, English or Mathematics 
class to attend a speech correction class; are a few of the 
quest i ons discussed. 
2. Refinement 
It was decided that seventy-eight questions would be 
• 
far too many for this type of questionnaire. Reducing the 
nu~ber of questions was accomplished by grouping them into 
three catagories. 
a. Teacher knowledge of speech defectives. 
b. Teacher's handling defectives in classroom 
situations. 
c. Cooperation with therapist. (Administration) 
There was almost an even distribution of the seventy-
eight questions among the categories. In reducing the 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
number in each category these rules were applied: 1, The 'I 
statements were made as brief as possible. 2, The statement~ I 
could be indorsed or rejected according to the attitude of 
7 
I 
I 
'I 
the reader. 3, There was an effort made to reduce ambig-
uity. 4, overlapping was eliminated. 
Having reduced the number to 43, the questionnaire was 
presented to the Director of the Speech _Department in 
Pawtucket, the assistant Superintendent of Schools and five 
teachers, (t~o teachers from the secondary schools and three 
teachers from the elementary schools). The teachers were 
classroom teachers who have had students attend the speech 
correction classes. From the suggestions, comments and 
recommendations of the selected readers, a third copy of the 
questionnaire was drafted. 
The 3rd questionnaire was forwarded to five speech 
therapists who were also doing work in different school 
systems throughout New England. 
From the suggestions, comments and recommendations of 
this group, a fourth and final questionnaire was constructed. 
In the first three questionnaires the questions appeared in 
the manner mentioned previously. However, in the final 
questionnaire the 43 i terns were <a:r.r.ange:dc ~in-.t random order. 
3. Distribution 
Having received permission from the Superintendent or 
schools in the city and from the principals or every sc.hool 
in the system, the questionnaires were distributed. With 
the aid of two other supervisors the questionnaires were 
handed to the classroom teachers individually. Both elemen-
8 
tary and secondary school teachers were included. Each 
teacher was given a brief explanation of the purpose of the 
questionnaire and was asked if she would like to fill out 
one of the questionnaires. The same day as a teacher receiv-
ed her copy of the questionnaire she handed it back to one 
of the three distributors. The purpose of this was to try 
and obtain each teacher 1s individual opinion concerning the 
question and prevent discussions from influencing individual 
thinking. This method of distribution was selected over one 
suggested by the assistant superintendent of schools, who 
offered to have the questionnaires sent out through his 
office. The author feels that a closer working relationship 
between the teaching staff and the speech correction depart-
ment was obtained by selecting the above mentioned form of 
distribution. Requesting the aid of the teachers is far 
more effective in obtaining cooperation than by having the 
superintendent of schools sending out this same request in 
the form of a direct order. 
Of the two hundred sixty (260) questionnaires handed 
out, 236 copies were returned. The 24 copies not returned 
were never obtained from the recipients for a number of 
distorted reasons. However, 236 from 260 or a 92% return 
wa~ considered satisfactory. 
9 
4. Method of Scoring 
A direct response was requested for each question, 
which were of the multiple choice and yes-no type. The 
number of questions each teacher answered correctly and 
incorrectly was determined and inserted at the top of each 
questionnaire. The tests were hand scored. From the total 
number of correct responses on each questionnaire the 
following measurements were obtained: The Mean, Standard 
Deviation, Median and a frequency distribution for, 
(1) Knowledge, (2) Handling, (3) Administration. 
10 
\.____.. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
1. The Entire Questionnaire 
T~e scores obtained from the entire group of 236 
teachers range from 15 to 41. The mean was 32.002. The 
standard deviation was 5.1. The median was 33.12. The 
25th percentile or Ql score was 29.402. The 75th percen-
til e or Q3 score was 34.602. The distribution was as follows. I 
Table 1. Frequency Distribution of Scores 
of 236 Teachers on the entire 
questionnaire. 
Score Frequency 
(1) ( 2) 
39-41 2 
36-38 44 
33-35 75 
30-32 62 
27-29 29 
24-26 15 
21-23 6 
18-20 2 
15-17 1 
-11-
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An analysis of Table 1 indicates that a reasonably favorable 
attitude exists among the teachers in the city of Pawtucket. 
Although a number of teachers obtained high scores this was 
not too encouraging for the number of years a speech correc-
tion program has been in operation. For the seven years 
all defectives were referred to the therapist and the teachers, 
were inquisitive as to their progress. This provided the 
therapist an opportunity to suggest methods of continuing 
therapy in the classroom. As a result of this close relation-
ship between the classroom teaaher and the therapist, a more 
favorable attitude toward the defective was expected. 
More than three quarters of the teachers obtained scores 
above the mid point on the scale of scores. However, there 
were twenty-one percent of the teachers that obtained scores 
falling below the first quarter of the scale of scores. The 
results seem to indicate that there are two main groups in 
the system. The first group is very well informed and has a 
favorable attitude, the second group has very little knowledge 
concerning speech handicaps and has an unfavorable attitude 
toward speech handicapped children. 
2. AnalYSis of Major Categorie~ 
These illustrate how the entire group of teachers 
scored in the three categories measured. 
12 
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Figure 1. Pictorial Representation of Frequency 
Distribution of the 236 Teachers answering 
the Entire Questionnaire. 
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Knowledge 
The scores obtained from the entire group of 236 
teachers on questions concerning the speech defectives 
ranged from 5 to 16. The mean was 12.02. The standard 
deviation was 2.22. The median was 12.84. The 25th per-
centile or Ql score was 10.46. The 75th percentile or Q3 
score was 13.58. The distribution was as follows: 
Table II. Frequency Distribution of Scores. 
Score 
(1) 
15-17 
12-14 
9-11 
6-8 
3-5 
Mean 
Median 
Measuring Knowledge about Speech 
Defectives. 
Frequency 
( 2) 
20 
136 
65 
13 
2 
12.02 
12.84 
Standard Deviation 2.22 
' 14 
Handling 
The scores obtained from the entire group of 236 
teachers on questions concerning the correct method of hand-
ling speech defectives in classroom situations ranged from 5 
to 14. The mean was 10.96· The standard deviation was· 1.68. 
The median was 11.52. The 25th percentile or Ql score was 
9.92. The 75th percentile or Q3 was 12.00. The distrib-
1 
ution was as follows: •I 
Table III. Frequency Distribution of Scores. 
Score 
i' 
(1) 
14-15 
12-13 
10-11 
8-9 
6-7 
4-5 
Mean 
Median 
Measuring the Correct Handling of 
Speech Defectives. 
Frequency 
( 2) 
8 
86 
100 
38 
2 
2 
10.96 
11.52 
Standard Deviation 1.68 
II 
I 
15 
Administration 
The scores obtained from the entire group of 236 
teachers on questions concerning the type or kind of admin-
istration that should exist when dealing with speech defectives, 
ranged from 4 to 12. The mean was 9.04, the standard deviation 
was 1.86. The Median was 10.15. The 25th percentile or Ql 
score was 7.84. The 75th percentile or Q3 was 10.24. The 
distribution was as follows: 
Table IV. Frequency Distribution of scores 
measuring type or kind of admin-
istration. 
Score Frequency 
(1) ( 2) 
11-13 46 
8-10 148 
5-7 41 
2-4 1 
Mean 9.04 
Median 10.15 
Standard Deviation 1.86 
An analysis of the three tables indicates that a 
reasonably favorable attitude exists in each of the categories. 
There was no significant difference existing when comparing 
the three categories. 
16 
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Table V. Item analysis showing the percentage 
obtained by teachers on Knowledge 
CQncern~ng S2eeQh Def~Qtlv~s 1 I Ariswerea 
guest ion fi. Corr~ctl;t 
II 3. A child who has a speech defect .680 
II and is in the elementary grades 
will usually outgrow the defect. 
5. A teacher is sometimes the cause .710 
I' - of a child's stuttering. 
!I 10. A child with a speech handicap .752 I I 
I should never be asked to discuss I his type of speech disorder. 
I 
'I 12. Should a stuttering child be .546 I disciplined in the same manner I 
II 
as a no-rmal speaking ·child1 I 
I I 13. A year is a sufficient length .873 
\ . . 1_' of time to correct most any 
speech defect. ,. ~ . 
20. Forcing a child to read above .845 
his reading readiness level 
could cause a child to develop 
into a stutterer. 
22. All children with speech defects .773 
should be examined more thoroughly 
by the school physician than the 
ordinary child. 
25. Do you think a teacher in training .915 
should receive some formal training 
I in the handling of speech handi-
1 capped children? 
I 
I 
31. Any speech that draws attention .533 
r 
to itself should be considered a 
I speech handicap. I 
i I 
I 
11 " 
'I (continued on next page) II 
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Table V (continued) 
Question # 
34. In order for a child to adjust 
himself to his environment, 
speech is: 
a. important 
b. not to9 ·.~ important 
c. not important 
d. very important 
e. most important 
35. Would you say speech had: 
a. little effect on 
personality 
b. no effect on 
personality 
c. a great deal of an 
effect 
% Answered 
Correctly 
.966 
.932 
3 
36. What percentage of the school .894 
children in the average 
community, do you think have 
speech defects: 
a. 5~ 
b. 101& 
c. 189'& 
d. 23% 
37. A child attending speech .903 
classes may be expected to 
make all sounds correctly 
after: 
a. One month 
b. 3 months 
c. 6 months 
d. 1 year 
e. Not at any one given time 
38. As a general rule stuttering .302 
children are of: 
a. Low intelligence 
b. Average intelligence 
c. High intelligence 
(concluded on next page) 
I 
,, 
II 
'I 
,, 
" 
I 
'I II 
I 
I 
I 
18 
I II I I t I ,, 19 II I 
(concluded) I Table V I 
I 
I 
~ Answered 
' 
Q.uestion ti. il Correctl.I 
,, 
39. Children with speech handi- .806 II caps other than stuttering 
'I are: 
I a. Of low intelligence I II b. Of average intelligence 
c. Of high intelligence II 
43. Possible causes of speech defects .710 I , 
are: (check all that apply) 
a. Low mentality 
b. Insecurity at home, 
school or at play. 
c. Too much baby talk at 
home. 
II 
d. Accepting whatever he 
or she says, whether it's 
ll said right or wrong. e. Inheritance 
l' f. Organic defect 
I g. Nervousness 
I Table VI. Item analysis showing the percentage I 
I obtained by teachers on Handling of II 
il 
Speech Defectives in the classroom 
situation. 
ij I· ti. ~ Answered ;I ~uestion 
'I !: Correctli 
I 
2. Should baby talk be accepted .915 I 
as a perfectly natural way for I 
II a child to talk? I I. 4. To ask a child to speak slower 
.048 II I 
is beneficial to the child. II I 
9. Should a speech progress report .726 I be attached to the childs report 
I, 
card? 
(Continued on next page) I 
" 
I 
Table VI. (continued) 
Question # % Answered 
Correctlx 
11. A speech handicap is gen-
erally an indication of 
mental retardation in a 
child. 
14. Most speech handicaps are 
disciplinary problems. 
15. If a child that has a speech 
defect isn't too interested 
or doesn't want to attend 
. . . 
speech class should the 
teacher encourage the child 
in attending the class? 
21. Should a speech handicapped 
child who enjoys reading aloud 
in class be allowed to do so? 
23. Most childreh use their speech 
handicaps as a device for doing 
less work. 
26. A ttenp:tB should be made to 
increase the number of speak-
ing situations of a handicap 
child. 
27. If _a child stutters only when 
he is reading, he should be 
excused from the requirement 
of formal oral reading. 
28. More classroom time should be 
given to a child with a speech 
handicap. 
30. If a child doesn't participate 
in the oral recitations of the 
class he should be expected to 
do more written work. 
(concluded on next page) 
Table VI. (concluded) 
Question 1i: 
33. Should a child with a lisp 
be allowed to take part in 
a play? 
. 978 
.932 
.991 
.950 
.840 
.878 
.802 
.495 
~ Answered 
Correctly 
.6?6 
.882 41. In the case where a stutterer 
is asked to read or answer a 
question, the teacher should: 
a. Try to help him with the 
words 
b. Give him a short period 
I 
I 
I 
2J. 
I 
:I 
I 
I 
I 
,, 
I 
" I 
I II 
I 
I 
t' 
Jl 
II 
Table VI. (concluded) 
Question it. ~ Answered 
Correctly 
33. Should a child with a lisp 
be allowed to take part in 
a play? 
41. In the case where a stutterer 
is asked to read or answer a 
question, the teacher should: 
a. Try to help him with the 
words 
b. Give him a short period 
of time to answer. 
c. Allow him to stumble 
through the best he can. 
d. Be calm and give him 
patient attention. 
.6?6 
.882 
42. When a child who has an imped- .?52 
iment is allowed to read and his 
reading caused laughter in the 
class, should the children be: 
a. allowed to continue 
this' laughter. 
b. told to stop this laughter 
c. Let the . matter remedy 
itself. 
d. Try to explain the child~s 
difficulties to the rest 
of the class. 
Table VII. Item analysis showing the percentage 
obtained by teachers on Administration 
concerning Speech Defectives. 
Question #. ~ Answered 
Correctly 
1. Do you feel a cloae working .903. 
team between the child, speech 
therapist and classroom teacher 
is absolutely necessary? 
(continued on next page) 
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Table VII. (continued) 
Q,uestion #. 9b Answered 
Correctly 
6. A childs parent should be 
informed that Johnny is 
attending speech class. 
7. The classroom teacher should 
be the one that selects a 
child with a speech handicap. 
8. In Junior high and Senior high 
schools the homeroom te~cher 
should he held responsible for 
referring the handicapped child 
to the speech supervisor. 
.966 
.777 
.340 
16. Should the classroom teacher ask .466 
a returning child what he or she 
did in the speech class. 
17 • . Should a child be allowed to miss .810 
a speech class if he so wishes? 
18. If a speech handicapped child 
prefers one teacher more than 
another, arrangements should be 
made so that he is in the class 
which allows him to feel more 
welcome and at ease. 
.714 
19. Should a child that has a mild .911 
disorder be referred to the speech 
supervisor? 
24. Should a special subject, such as 
English, Mathematics, or Reading 
have priority over the weekly 
speech class? 
29. Should there be a speech survey 
or examination at 'the beginning 
of every school year? 
(Concluded on next page) 
.836 
.911 
I 
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Table VII. (concluded) 
Question i % Answered 
Correctly 
32. Should classroom time be 
used for special correction 
classes? 
.487 
40. A conference between the class- .882 
room teacher, parent and speech 
supervisor should be held: 
a. Once a year 
b. Twice a year 
c. Once during his stay in 
one particular school 
(Elementary, Junior & 
Senior High) 
d. No conference is needed. 
For each question that was answered incorrectly by 
more than 25% of the teachers, the following item analysis 
was made: 
Question #3 68~ Right 
A child who has a speech defect and is in the 
elementary grades will usually outgrow the 
defect. 
Dr. Van Riper - 11It should be emphasized th~t children 
do not outgrow speech defects. Some of them overcome their 
difficulties through blundering methods of self help, but 
ll 
many others do not. 11 :: They require treatment which is 
1/ Van Riper, Charles, Speech Correction PrincipAt~ 
Methods, New York Prentice-Hall, Inc. 1947, p.l59 
'I 23 
I 
il 
II 
IJ I· 
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II 
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I 
I 
.I 
I 
:J 
I 
II ,. 
carefully planned and carried out. With 27.7% of the 
teachers answering this question incorrectly, the number 
of speech defectives referred to the correctionist will be 
fewer than could be expected if all the teachers understood 
more about defective speech and its correction. 
Question #5 71~ Right 
A teacher is sometimes the cause of a child's 
stuttering. 
Johnson says that, "Scientific findings to date, 
considered together with general clinical observations, 
indicate quite defini tel y that stuttering is a form of be-
havior that is learned . So far as we can tell, any child 
might learn to stutter, provided he is placed in the proper 
circumstances and handled in such a way as to create in him 
1/ 
the necessary specific anxiety-tensions." - With 29% of 
the teachers answering the question incorrectly, it seems 
evident that teachers should be made aware of the tremendous 
role they play in the development of speech. 
If, as a result of this paper, a few of the teachers 
that create these anxiety-tensions can be made to understand 
defectives and are guided to changing their attitudes, the 
paper will have accomplished a great deal. 
11 Johnson, W. Brown,S.F., Curtis, G.F., Edney , C.l·t., & 
Keaster, J., Speech Handicapped School Children? Copyright 
1948, Harper & Bros. 
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Question #12 55% Right II 
Should a stuttering child be disciplined in 
the same manner as a normal speaking child? 
The answer to this question should be No. Since the 
speech defective, like any other }befsonc'is;_an individual; 
his problem is an individual one, the way in which the child 
will respond to his speech problem will be individual. Spec- , 
ifio and varied applications must of necessity be made to 
each case. 
The speech defect is not an isolated thing, operating 
apart from the whole person and the total environment in 
which he lives. His speech defect is a part of his whole 
individual and social pattern. Hence, problems which grow 
out of his own development, personally and in relation to 
society, may be influenced by and may influence his speech 
difficulty. 
In analyzing the scores it was learned that this item 
was omitted by a number of teachers. / Although there are 
a significant number of teachers that answered the question 
incorrectly it is possible that it was mostly due to the 
poor wording of the question rather than a lack of knowledge 
on the teachers part. 
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Question #31 53% Right 
Any speech that draws attention to itself 
should be considered a speech handicap. 
"A childs• speech is defective when most listeners pay 
as much attention, or more, to how he spe-aks as to what he 
ll 
says". "Speech is considered to be defective when it is 
I! 
conspicuously different from an accepted norm, when it inter- 1 
fers with communication, when it is labored, when it is 
unpleasant to hear or 11 see 11 , when it is inappropriate to age , 1 
et 
or when it causes the user to become anxious or maladjusted"-
A good general rule to follow is that a differnce to be a 
26 
difference has to make a difference says Wendall Johnson. I 
With 47~ of the teachers answering this question incorre9F-
ly, the speech correctionist has the job of trying to make I 
I the teachers aware of what a speech defective is and by so 
doing allows the children to take full advantage of a service I 
so necessary in their development. 
lf Johnson,W., Brown,S.F., Curtis, J.F., 
J. Speech Handicapped School Children-
Harper & Bros. p. 2. 
I, 
Edney,c.w., & Keaste~, 
Copyright 1948 - 11 
gj Backus, Ollie, The BulletiQ_ of the National Association 
OF Secondary-School Principals '~ Volume 29, November 1945, 
Number 133, p. 51 · 
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Question #4 5% Right 
To ask a child to speak slower is beneficial 
to the child? 
Although the author had a stuttering child in mind 
when he wrote the question, asking any speech defective child 
to speak slower and not give him any other help would 
definitely not be beneficial to the child. To tell a child 
,I to slow down and neglect to tell him how to correct the 
II 
I' 
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I 
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difficulty he is having with his speech would have a nega-
tive effect as far as the chi.l d r1 s speech is concerned. The 
child who is continually being .told to slow down will event-
ually withdraw from the speaking situation entirely and a 
much more complicated problem will have been created by the 
incorrect method of correction. 
Question #9 73% Right 
Should a speech progress report be attached to 
the childs report card? 
A good number of the more progressive school system~ 
are employing report cara.s that have some mention of the 
chil~~ speech. However, to answer a question concerning a 
child's speech by inserting 11Yes 11 or 11 No 11 is certainly not 
complete enough. The simple phrase, 0No problem" suffices 
for those free from defective speech. For those who have 
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a problem, the notation should include: (1) A description 
I 
II 
II 
in non-technical terms of the particular correct or improve- 11 
'I II 
II 
II 
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ment needed. ( 2) A brief statement of procedures to be 
used in corrective training. 
Question #28 50% Right 
More classroom time should be given to a child 
with a speech handicap. 
Question #32 49~ Right 
Should classroom time be used for speci al 
correction classes? 
The overwhelming negative answers to questions 28 and 
32 indicate that although most of the teachers beli eve a 
speech correction department is a good thing to hav.e in a 
school system, no time should be taken away from the regular 
classroom periods. To consider the. correction of a child~::s 
speech as anything but the most important phase of his 
training is a gross injustice to the child himself. There-
I 
I 
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I fore, a well worked out program should be organized by the 
principal, teacher and correctionist that will give the child 1: 
as much help as is deemed necessary for correction. School 
I 
'I time should be used for this purpose, otherwise it would 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
act as a form of punishment for the child who is already in 
need of as much social enjoyment and acceptance as he is 
able to obtain. 
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Question #30 
If a child dGlesri'tt participate in. the 
recitation of the class he should be 
pected to do more wr~tten work. 
649& Right 
oral 
ex-
Here again, the question was not too specific and as a 
result a great many teachers either answered the question 
incorrectly or omitted the question enti~ely. 
However, in Johnsons 1 book, Speech Handicapped School 
,, 
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Children, the author states that when the pupil is completely 1 
excused from oral recitations he should be permitted to do 
additional written work, notebook exerci see, outside reading j: 
and the like to maintain his interest and demonstrate his I 
ability to learn. If the student is not completely excused 
from oral recitatio~,to the extent that he is excused he 
should be given opportunities whenever possible to make up 
for it. In school such opportunities would be blackboard 
exercises, map drill and written work. The general principle 
to be emphasized is that of e~couraging participation in the 
classroom program. This should include as much oral recitat-
ion as is wise for any specific child. 
Que stiom #33 68% Right 
Should a child with a lisp be allowed to take 
part in a play? 
"The answer to this question~ says Van Riper, 1 is that 
the quickest way of getting rid of these errors is to make 
I 
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the child aware of them. The habits should be broken before 
u 
they become fixed." Moreover, it is perfectly possible 
to work on a speech defect without shame, and if the class-
room teacher makes the child understand that a certain skill 
is to be learned and a problem is to be solved, no insecurity 
will be created. If she adopts a calm, unemotional attitude 
herself, emphatic response will ensure a similar attitude in 
the child. A speech defective child must be thoroughly 
convinced he has a recognizable error in order to provide 
sufficient motivation for the type of retraining that is 
necessary. As in the case of question #12, the high per-
centage of incorrect responses was due to the poor wording 
of the question. However, allowing a child with a lisp to 
take part in a play in his own class is one of the many 
effective ways of providing the child with an extra practive 
period. Taking part in plays out of the surrounding of his 
class is not considered good theraputic techniques. 
Question #8 
In Junior high and Senior high schools the homeroom 
teacher should be held responsible for referring the handi-
capped child to the speech supervisor. 
l/ Van Riper, Charles, Speech Correction Principles & 
Methods, New York Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1947 - p. 160-161 
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The task or responsibility for referring the speech handi-
capped child to the speech supervisor should not rest with 
any one teacher, whether she is an English teacher, Algebra 
teacher, History teacher or the Home Room teacher. The 
responsibility lies on the shoulders of every teacher that 
comes in contact with the handicapped child. The teacher 
of speech is not the only person who contributes to the 
success of the speech program. Almost more important than 
any other is the classroom teacher, whose tact, understand-
~ I 1 
·. . ~ 
ing and good judgement are invaluable adjuncts to a success-
ful program. 
In the school system in which this paper was formulated 
an active program in all grades (sub-primary through senior 
high) exists. Our enrollment in both junior and senior high 
is much less than one-percent. One of the greatest causes 
for such a low number is that the responsibility of referr-
ing the student with a handicap is left up to the home room 
teacher or some other teacher. 
Question #16 47% Right 
Should the classroom teacher aak a returning child 
what he or she did in the speech class? 
,, 
II 
II 
Since most speech correctionis~do not have the time to Ill 
visit the teacher of each child in her class following each 
I 
bi-weekly or weekly session, the classroom teacher should 
ask the returning child what was done in speech class. 
I 
Showing 
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an interest in the child will help the child develop a feel-
ing of friendliness toward the teacher which is so very 
important in the field of speech correction. With 53% of 
the teachers answering this question incorrectly, there is 
little chance that a returning student will carry the 
corrective methods he has learned into the classroom. 
Question #18 '71% Right 
If a speech handicapped child prefers one 
teacher more than another, arrangements should 
be made so that he is in the class which allows 
him to feel more welcome and at ease. 
Ernest Henrikson of the University of Colorado sums up 
the effect of social environment and how it affects a speech 
defective. 11The speech tlefective, like any other person is 
an individual. Thus his problem is an individual one and 
the way in which he will respond to his speech problem will 
be individual depending on, (1) his defect, (2) how his 
social environment has responded to his defect. ( 3) his 
own a ttitude toward his defect." ll 
The second point mentioned is the one most worthy of 
Ji 
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note, since the person that is most intluencial in the life ;I 
of a young child is his teacher. A teacher can help tremend~i 
I 
ously in having the social environment of a defective child 
a pleasant and acceptable one. I 
II 1J Henrikson, Ernest, University of Colorado, The Bulletin of ,. 
the National Association of Secondary School Principals , 
Volu~e 49, November 1945; Number 133, page 56 
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The task of assigning children with defective speech 
should rest with the principal and the speech correctionist 
who from his contact with the teachers has learned to 
recognize the teacher most qualified to handle the defective 
child. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
1. Summary 
The purpose of the study was to devise a questionnaire 
that would be used to determine prevalent attitudes among 
classroom teachers toward a child with a speech handicap 
and thereby serve as a basis for: 
1. Establishing better understanding 
and working relationship between 
the correctionist and the classroom 
teacher in the treatment of the 
speech handicapped child. 
2. Securing more adequate and 
consistent help for the child 
in the classroom. 
3. Integrating corrective procedures 
with other activities which come 
within the child•s experience. 
The procedure was the formulation of a questionnaire 
containing 43 items. Two hundred and thirty-six teachers 
from the elementary and secondary schools in the city of 
-34-
Pawtucket, R. I. rated themselves on a scale which measures 
their attitudes toward a speech defective. 
From the analysis of the questionnaire it was found 
that twenty-nine percent of the teachers obtained scores 
above the 75th percentile or answered more than 35 questions 
correctly. The teachers found in this g~oup could reasonably 
be interpreted as having a wholesome and sympathetice attitude 
toward the speech defective. 
Twenty-two percent of the teachers had scores falling 
below the 25th peraenticle or answered less than twenty-nine 
questions correctly. The teachers found in this group could 
reasonably be interpreted as having a poor and negative 
attitude toward the speech defective. 
2. Conclusions 
In comparing the scores of three categories measured 
namely, knowledge, handling and administration, it was found 
that there was no significant differences in the scores 
existing between them. 
In spite of the fact that a speech program has been in 
operation for 7 years in the city imwhich the questionnaire 
was ac~inistered, the results fell far short of what should 
be expected. If such a condition exists in the case mentioned 
above, how much more critical would the attitude of teachers 
35 
be in other school systems where no speech program is in 
operation. 
In general, the resultant scores indicate that there 
are needs in the following fields: 
1. Need for a program of speech training 
in teacher education. 
2. Need for educating classroom teachers 
in handling of handicapped children. 
3. Need for training the speech therapist 
for in-service work with teachers. 
3. Limitations · 
Since the questionnaire was distributed in a school 
system i ·n which a spee:ch improvement and correction 
department has been in operation for seven years, the find-
ings of the paper coul.d only be used in making a comparison 
with a school system in which a speech improvement and 
correction department has been in operation approximately 
the same num'berc-o.f;,ry;e,ars. 
If some of the items had not been ambiguous, different 
results might have been possible. 
4. Suggestions for further research 
The following suggestions for further research are 
made. 
1. The same type of questionnaire in 
a school system where there is no 
- -
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speech program to determine if the 
teachers have the same attitudes 
toward the speech defective. 
2. Administration of the same 
questionnaire to teachers in a 
school system in which a speech 
improvement and correction program 
is in operation and compare the 
results with the findings in the 
city of Pawtucket, R. I. 
3. Administration of the -questionnaire 
to a group of elementary teachers 
and a group of secondary school 
teachers for a comparison of scores. 
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APPENDIX 
1. Copy of Speech Questionnaire. 
SAMPLE SPEECH QUESTIONNAIRE 
Encircla the word which indicates ~ answer: 
1. Do you feel a close working team between the 
child, speech therapist and classroom teacher 
is absolutely necessary? •••..••••.•••.••••••• Yes No 
2. Should baby talk be accepted as a perfectly 
natural way for a child to talk? ••.••.•....•• Yes No 
3. A child who has a speech defect and is in 
the elementary grades will usually outgrow 
the defect. • ..••••....•.••••••••••.•.•....•• Yes No 
4. To ask a child to speak slower is benefic-
ial to the child. • .•••.•••...••••.••.••.•••• Yes No 
5. A teacher is sometimes the cause of a 
child's stuttering. • . . • • • • . . • • • • . . • • • • . • . • • . Yes No 
6. A childs parent should be informed that 
Johnny is attending speech class ••••.....••• Yes No 
7. The classroom teacher should be the one 
that selects a child with a speech 
handicap. . .................................. Yes No 
8. In Junior high and Senior high schools 
the homeroom teacher should be held 
responsible for referring the handicapped 
child to the speech supervisor •••••••••..••• Yes No 
9. Should a speech progress report be 
attached to the child~ report card? ••........• Yes No 
10. 
11. 
A child with a speech handicap should 
never be asked to discuss his type of 
speech disorder •••.•.•••.•••.•.••••.•••.•••• Yes 
A speech handicap is generally an 
indication of mental retardation in 
a ohild. . .........•......................••• Yes 
No 
No 
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Encircle the word which indicates your answer 
12. Should a stuttering child be disc~p­
lined in the same manner as a normal 
speaking child? ••.•.•..........•••••••••••••• Yes No 
13. A year is a sufficient length of time 
to correct most any speech defect •••••.....• Yes No 
14. Most speech handicaps are discip-
linary problems. • ....•• .•••••.•••••.•.••••••• Yes No 
15. If a child that has a speech defect 
isntt too interested or doesntt 
want to attend speech class should 
the teacher encourage the child in 
attending the class? • • • • • • • • • . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • Yes No 
16. Should the classroom teacher ask a 
returning child what he or she did 
in the speech class? • • • . • • • • . . • • • • • • . • • • • • • Yes No 
1?. Should a child be allowed to miss a 
speech class if he so wishes? •..•.•••.••••• Yes No 
18. If a speech handicapped child prefers 
one teacher .more than another, arrange-
ments should be made so that he is in 
the class which allows him to feel more 
welcome and at ease ••••••••••..•••••••.•••• Yes No 
19. 
20. 
Should a child that has a mild disorder 
be referred to the speech superviaor? 
Forcing a child to read above his 
reading readiness level could cause 
...... 
a child to develop into a stutterer. ....... 
21. Should a speech handicapped child who 
enjoys reading aloud in class be allowed 
Yes No 
Yes No 
to do so? • • • • • • • • • . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • Yes No 
22. All children with speech defects should 
be examined more thoroughly by the 
school physician than the ordinary child. •• 
23. Most children use their speech handi-
caps as a device for doing less work. • • • • • • 
Yes No 
Yes No 
,, 
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Encircle the word which indfcates your answer: 
24. Should a special subject, such as 
English, Mathematics, or Reading 
have priority over the weekly 
speech class? • • • • • • • . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . • • • Yes No 
25. Do you think a teacher in training 
should receive some formal training 
in the handling of speech handica~ped . 
children? . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Yes No 
26. Attempts should be made to increase 
the number of speaking situations of a 
handicap child ••••••••....•.•.•••.••••••••• Yes No 
27. If a child stutters only when he is 
reading, ke should be excused from 
the requirement of formal oral reading. •••• 
28. More classroom time should be given 
to a child with a speech handicap. 
29. Should there be a speech survey or 
examination at the beginning of 
. . . . . . . . . 
Yes No 
Yes No 
every school year? • • • . . • • • . . • • • • • • • . . . . • • • • Yes No 
30. If a child doesn't participate in the 
oral recitations of the class he 
should be expected to do more written 
work. • • • . . . . • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • • . • • • . . . • • • • Yes No 
31. Any speech that draws attention to 
itself should be considered a speech 
handioap. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . Yes No 
32. Should classroom time be used for 
special correct.ion classes? • • • . . . • • . . . • • • • • • Yes No 
33. Should a child with a lisp be 
allowed to take part in a play? . . . . . . . . . . . . Yes No 
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Encircle the letter which indicates your answer 
34. In order for a child to adjust 
himself to his environment, 
speech is: 
a. Important 
b. Not too important 
c. Not important 
d. Very important 
e. Most important •....•.••........• a,b,o.,d,e, 
35. Would you say speech had: 
a. Little effect on personality 
b~ No effect on personality 
c. A great deal of an effect ••••••• a,b,c, 
36. What percentage of the school 
children in the average community 
do you think have speech defects: 
a. 5~ 
b. 10% 
c. 18% 
d. 23% . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
3?. A child attending speech classes may 
be expected to make all sounds 
correctly after: 
a. One month 
b. 3 months 
c. 6 months 
d. 1 year 
a, b, c, d, 
e. Not at any one given time •••••••• a,b,c,d,e, 
38. 
39. 
As a general rule stuttering children are of: 
a. low intelligence 
b. Average intelligence 
c. High intelligence ••••••.........•. a,b,c, 
Children with speech handicaps other 
than stuttering are: 
a. Of low intelligence 
b. Of average intelligence 
c. Of high intelligence ••...••..••• a, b, c, 
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Encircle the letter which indicate~ your answer: I 
40. A conference between the classroom 
teacher, parent and speech super-
visor should be held: 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
Once a year 
Twice a year 
Once during his stay in 
one particular school, 
{Elementary, Junior & 
Senior High) 
No conference is needed . . . . . . . . . . 
41. In the case where a stutterer is asked 
to read or answer a question, the 
teacher should: 
a. Try to help him with the words. 
b. Give him a short period of 
time to answer. 
c. Allow him to stumble through 
the best he can. 
d. Be calm and give him patient 
a,b,c,d, 
attention. • . • • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • a, b, c, d, 
42. When a child who has an impediment 
is allowed to read and his reading 
caused laughter in the class, should 
the children be: 
a. Allowed to continue this laughter 
b. Told to stop this laughter 
c. Let the matter remedy itself 
J.d. Try to explain the childs-' 
difficulties to the rest of 
the class •••••••••..•...•...•...• a,b,c,d, 
43. Possible causes of speech defects 
are: (check all that apply) 
a. Low mentality 
b. Insecurity at home, school or at play 
c. Too much baby talk at home 
d. Accepting whatever he or she says, 
whether itte said right or wrong 
e. Inheritance 
f. Organic defect 
g. Nervousness •••••••••••••••••• a,b,c,d,e,f,g, 
II 
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